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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



FILED 

NOV 1 3 2006 
corner cQ!m ,mK 



YOLANDAC GffiSON-MICHAELS 
2210 Anvil Lane 
Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 
(301) 630-5062 

Plaintiff, 



Douglas R. Fahey 
3716 Dalebrook Drive 

Dumfries, Virginia 22015-1804 
(703) 583-7528 

And 

Jenekia J. Johnson 
1414 Colony Road 
Oxon Hill, Maryland 20748 

Defendants 



Civil Action No. 



CASE NUMBER 1:06CV01933 

JUDGE: Ricardo M. Urbina 

DECK TYPE: Civil Rights (non-employment) 

DATE STAMP: 11/13/2006 



COMPLAINT OF NEGLIGENCE, DEFAMATION OF CHARACTER 
UNAUTHORIZED INTERCEPTI ON OF ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 



I. INTRODUCTION 

Now comes Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels, Plaintiff (Prose) and brings this claim 
of negligence against named Defendants) Douglas R Fahey former unlicensed contractor with 
SECURIGUARD INCORPORATION. 6858 Old Dominion Drive - Suite 307 McLean, 
Virginia 22101 and Jenekia J. Johnson, 25-year old intern formerly employed by the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) residing at 1414 Colony Road, Oxon Hill, Maryland 
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II* Jurisdiction and Venue 

This Court has both subject matter jurisdiction over this action and personal jurisdiction 
over the parties pursuant to Electronic Communication Privacy Act of 1986, Pub. L. No. 99-508, 
100 Stat. 1848 , Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-351, tit. 
Ill, §§ 801-804, 82 Stat. 211, 9-7. 100 Authorization of Applications for Wire, Oral, and 
Electronic Interception Orders. 

Federal Trade Commission Act (FTCA) § 618. Jurisdiction of courts; limitation 
of actions [15 U.S. C. § 1681 p] An action to enforce any liability created under this title 
may be brought in any appropriate United States district court, without regard to the 
amount in controversy, or in any other court of competent jurisdiction, not later than the 
earlier of (1) 2 years after the date of discovery by the plaintiff of the violation that is the 
basis for such liability; or (2) 5 years after the date on which the violation that is the basis 
for such liability occurs. 
III. PARTIES 

Plaintiff, Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels, is a citizen of the United States and is a resident 
of Prince Georges County (P.G) Maryland, residing at 2210 Anvil Lane, Temple Hills, Maryland 
20748. Involuntary separated on January 21, 2005 and March 31, 2006. 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) relied upon 3 rd party evidence 
unlawfully collected, used, and relied upon by Jenekia Johnson and Douglas R. Fahey (Acting 
Under the Color of Law) on April 14-15, 2004, relied upon on January 21, 2005 and March 31, 
2006 in violation of 18 U.S.C. - 1 19, The Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552a 
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The Defendants violated Plaintiff's rights and intentionally engaged into voluminous 
18 U.S.C. procedures, guidelines, rules and regulations which are beyond the scope of the rule 
of law and Harmful procedural errors . Plaintiff is seeking civil penalties assessed against 
Defendant's in violation of the following 18 U.S.C. provisions, 
(i) 18 U.S.C. §287 - False. Fictitious or Fraudulent Claims 
(z) 18 U.S.C. g 1001 - False Statements or Entries , 

(3) 18 U.S.C, gz43 z Acting Under the Color of Law. 

(4) 18 U.S.C. § Z47 - obstruction of persons in the free exercise of religious beliefs 

(5) 18 U.S.C. §208 - Acts affecting a personal financial interest 

(6) 18 U.S.C. § 25H- Interception and disclosure of wire, oral, or electronic communications. 

(7) 18 U.S.C. s 402 - Contempt constituting crimes 

(8) 18 U.S.C. § 912 - Officer or employee of the United States 8 U.S.C. 
i3Z4(a)(i)(A)(iv)(b)(iii) - Federal Immigration and Nationality Act 

(9) 12 C.F.R. Part 366. Minimum Standards of Integrity and Fitness for an FDIC Contractor 
(Contractor Conflicts of Interest) 

(10) 18 U.S.C. §247, 18 U.S.C. § 1030(a)(2) - Federal Trade Commission Act (FTCA) 

(11) 18 U.S.C. §1028 - Identity Theft Fraud and Related Activities (appellant victim 
of bio metric theft (voice print on tape)) 

(12) 18 U.S.C - 241 Conspiracy Against Rights 

(13) 18 U.S.C. 242 Deprivation Of Rights Under Color Of Law 

(14) 18 U.S.C. 245 Federally Protected Activities 

(15) 18 U.S.C 246 - Deprivation Of Relief Benefits 

(16) 18 U.S.C 2701 through 2703 * Stored Wire and Electronic Transactional Records 
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Douglas Fahey contractor employed by Securiguard and USEC Corporation with the use 
of a Sony tape recorder (interception of oral communications) placed a Sony tape recorder inside 
the purse of Jenekia Johnson to intentionally intercept my oral communications without a court 
order because I quoted a Bible verse inside a closed door office. 

Douglas R. Fahey an unlicensed contract employee acting under the color of law, used 

evidence derived from the use of the Sony Tape recorder in his development of an unauthorized 

investigative report, records, investigative interview, copies of the tape recording, storage, 

release, transmittal. As a result of Douglas R. Fahey and Jenekia J. Johnson's unlawful 

interception of my oral communications without a court order, reason, or authority; I am now a 

victim of Bio-metric Identity theft, deprived of income, benefits, and suffered egregious 

defamation of my former outstanding character as a former employee at the Federal Deposit 

Insurance Corporation (FDIC). 

Statutes 

18U.S.C.§2511(l)(a)(2000) 

18U.S.C. §2518(l)(c)(2000) 

18 U.S.CA § 2510(17) (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

18 U.S.CA. § 2701 (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

18 U.S.CA. § 2703(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

Electronic Communication Privacy Act of 1986, Pub. L. No. 99-508, 100 Stat. 1848 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-351, tit. Ill, §§ 801-804, 82 
Stat. 211 

9-7. 100 Authorization of Applications for Wire, Oral, and Electronic Interception Orders 

Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution. See, e.g., Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 

347 (1967) § 619. Obtaining information under false pretenses [15 U.S.C § 1681q] 

Any person who knowingly and willfully obtains information on a consumer from a 
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consumer reporting agency under false pretenses shall be fined under title 1 8, United 
States Code, imprisoned for not more than 2 years, or both. 
§ 620. Unauthorized disclosures by officers or employees [15 U.S.C. § 1681rj 
Any officer or employee of a consumer reporting agency who knowingly and willfully 
provides information concerning an individual from the agency's files to a person not 
authorized to receive that information shall be fined under title 18, United States Code, 
imprisoned for not more than 2 years, or both. 
IV, SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Under the FTC A, the United States is liable for its tortuous conduct in the same manner 
and to the same extent as a private individual under like circumstances in that jurisdiction would 
be liable. 28 U.S.C. §§ 1346(b), 2674. 

Congress passed ECPA to update the existing surveillance law framework 
for new technologies. Recognizing the threat to privacy posed by the continuous, systematic 
acquisition of electronic communications during their transmission, Congress extended existing 
prohibitions against the unauthorized interception of wire and oral communications, enacted in 
Title III of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-35 1, tit. 
IU, §§ 801-804, 82 Stat 211 (codified as amended at 18 US.C.A §§ 2510-2522 (West 2000 & 
Supp. 2004)), to electronic communications. Congress intended for Title III to protect electronic 
communications, like telephone calls, during the entirety of the transmission phase. 

In 1986, Congress amended Title III by enacting the Electronic Communications Privacy 
Act of 1986. Specifically, Congress added a new category of covered communications, i.e., 
"electronic communications," which would now be protected, and whose interception would be 
regulated, by Title III. Electronic communications are those types of non-oral or wire 
communications that occur, inter alio, over computers, digital-display pagers, and facsimile 
("fax") machines. See 18 US.C. § 2510(12). 
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V. ARGUMENT 

The extension of Title III to electronic communications was the centerpiece of 
Congress's effort to harmonize treatment of new and old communications technologies under 
federal law, and reflected intent to protect electronic communications, like telephone 
communications, through the entirety of the transmission phase. 

ECPA reflected a broad, bipartisan effort to update federal surveillance law to take account of 
new communications technologies. 

Two features of ECPA are relevant to this case, ECPA extended Title IH's protections 
against the unauthorized "interceptfionl of wire and oral communications to electronic 
communications. See ECPA § 101, 100 Stat at 1848; 18 U.S.C. § 251 l(l)(a) (2000). 

Second, ECPA created a new chapter of the criminal code, often referred to as the Stored 
Communications Act (SCA), prohibiting unauthorized access to communications held in 
"electronic storage" by a service provider . 

Sony Corporation violated ECPA § 201, 100 Stat at 1860; 18 U.S.C A §§ 2701, 2703(a) 
(West 2000 & Supp. 2004). Title Ill's prohibition on unauthorized interception and prohibition on 
unauthorized access to communications. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 
1 . On or about April 14, 2004 - Plaintiff a former employee with the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation (FDIC) was approached at her former place of employment, 1717 H 
Street, N.W., Washington, DC. by JENEKIA JOHNSON a 25-year old intern involved in a 
Federal theft. 

Ms. JOHNSON alleged that she was a victim of Federal theft. Plaintiff acting in her 
approved capacity as a team leader, promptly escorted Ms. Johnson to a closed door office to 
protect Ms. Johnson's privacy. Plaintiff provided words of wisdom, examples of her life, advice 
and quoted a few Bible scriptures as examples. 
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2. On or about April 15, 2004, JENEKIA JOHNSON, the approached Plaintiff verbally 
stated that, "She I Lied. Here again, Plaintiff promptly escorted Ms. Johnson to a closed door 
office to protect Ms. Johnson's privacy. 

3. Plaintiff was unaware that Ms. Johnson unlawfully, intentionally and knowingly 
possessed a Sony cassette tape recorder which is defined as an electronic, mechanical and other 
devices, to wit, bugging and receiving devices, knowing and having reason to know that the 
design of said devices rendered them primarily useful for the purpose of the surreptitious 
interception of wire, oral and electronic communications, and that said devices and components 
thereof had been and would be sent through the mail and transported in interstate commerce. See 
U.S.C.TitIe 18, United States Code, Sections 2512(l)(b) and 2, 

4. On or about April 19, 2004 (2:22pm)-Plaintiff received an e-mail from Douglas Fahey 
(unlicensed FDIC contractor) requested investigative interview with Gibson-Michaels regarding 
conversation she had with student intern Johnson on April 14-15, 2004 which made the intern 
"Feel Threaten" 

5. On or about April 14, 2004 Jenekia Johnson reported the conversation she initiated with 
Plaintiff on April 14-15, 2004. James T. Lantleme, Assistant Director affirmed by sworn affidavit 
that after speaking to Ms. Johnson he stated that: "A Bit Later J asked Jenekia if she felt 
threaten by Yolanda, and she said that she did " 

James Lantelme contacted William Kmentz (Security) and conveyed to Kmentz that 
Plaintiff "Threaten" Ms. Johnson instead of making her "feel threaten" initiated by James T. 
Lantelme. 

6. On or about April 19. 2004 (4:04pm) - Plaintiff sent e-mail to her former first-line 
supervisor Carl Polvinale regarding both interns alleged theft. Plaintiff informed Polvinlae that 
she cooperated and provided Douglas Fahey with a statement. Mr. Polvinale concurred that a 
bible verse is not a threat. 
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7. On or about April 21. 2004 - Plaintiff affirmed that Ms. Johnson provided her with false 
information on April 21, 2004. Ms. Johnson informed her that Doug Fahey asked her how did 
she feel after speaking to Plaintiff. 

8. On or about April 21. 2004 -James T. Lantelme e-mailed and hand-carried a memorandum 
to Plaintiff re: Mandatory attendance at Investigative Meeting. J.Lantelme stated, that: "I direct 
you to meet with Mr. Fahey at his office, and I direct you to cooperate in the interview. 
'Failure to attend the interview and cooperate will result in disciplinary actions being taken 
azainst you. " Plaintiff was forced, directed; coerce to attend the investigative interview. 

9. On or about April 22. 2004 (8:26am)-D. Schull (Union Representative) requested a delay 
in meeting. Schull requested a statement from intern. What was the charge against me, or what 
specifically were the charges" Douglas Fahey (contractor) didn't respond. 

10. On or about April 22. 2004 (10:29am) -James Lantelme responded to Plaintiff. Lantelme 
wrote that: "I have received your emailed, your request are duly noted" Lantelme threaten 
Plainiff with disciplinary actions if she didn't meet with contract employee Doug Fahey. 

12. On or about April 26. 2004 -J.Lantelme e-mailed and hand-carried a memorandum to 
Plaintiff with an order, threat, and coherence to cooperate, and meet with Douglas Fahey on April 
28, 2004 re investigative interview. Mr. Lanteleme stated that Failure to meet would result in 
disciplinary actions against vou," (See Tab 3) 

13. On or about April 29, 2004 - Plaintiff e-mailed union re: Draft summary of investigative 
interview. Discussed Johnson's recording her own self stating that she lied on tape (False 
Statement), cheated on time and attendance (Federal Fraud); and engaged into a discussion of 
how Johnson was prohibited to work directly for her "blood relative-nepotism" 

14. On or abou t May 11 2004 -Plaintiff sent rebuttal to James Lantelme re: illegal tape 
recording. Intern stated that she lied on tap e, nepotism of intern working for aunt, defrauding 
the government. Fahey expressed embarrassment as intern stated that she lied which was said on 
tape "self-incrimination" 
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15. On or about June 1. 2004 -Plaintiff sent letter via e-mail and hand carried Itr. to the 
FDICs OIG Patricia Black regarding violation of 18 U.S.C., Section 1 19-Interception of Oral 
Communication by summer intern and contractor; not Federal Agent as required under Omnibus 
Street Crime Act, Court Order, and purpose of Federal Crime; not bible verse. 

16. On or about June 9. 2004 -Plaintiff received ltr. From James Lantelme "Proposed 10- 
Dav suspension from duty without oav" 

17. On or about June 29, 2004 -Plaintiff sent letter to Special Agent Baker re: illegal 
taping Case No;4003351 . Plaintiff requested that Baker reopen illegal recording to include 
Identity Theft Title 22, subtitle I, Chapter 32, and Subchapter III. Identity Theft and Assumption 
Deterrence Act, 18 U.S.C, section 1028. 

18. On or about August 17» 2004 -E.Bovenzi directed Plaintiff to report to her office. Erica 
Cooper Bovenzi presented to Plaintiff a memorandum re : "Notice of Decision - Five (5) 
Calendar Day Suspension " 

19. On or about November 4. 2004 - Plaintiff received FPS Police report from Agent 
Moore regarding illegal interception of oral communication CCN: NO4003351. 

20. December 22. 2004 - Metropolitan Police Department Ms. Gray confirmed that Douglas 
Fahey (contractor) was not certified or pending certification as a private investigator. 

2 1 . December 8, 2005 DO J Criminal Division confirmed that the FDIC nor did Douglas 
Fahey a Court Order to engage into wire tap or the interception of Gibson-Michaels 
communication, 

Jenekia J. Johnson and Douglas R. Fahey violated Plaintiffs privacy rights, interception of 
oral communications, violations 18 U.S.C. - 1 19 without a Court order, 18 U.S.C §§ 2511 et 
seq. (the "Federal Wiretap Act", Electronic Communications Privacy Act Manufacture, 
distribution, possession, and advertising of wire, oral, or electronic communication intercepting 
devices prohibit manufactures, assembles, possesses, or sells any electronic, mechanical, or other 
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device, knowing or having reason to know that the design of such device renders it primarily 
useful for the purpose of the surreptitious interception of wire, oral, or electronic 
communications, and that such device or any component thereof has been or will be sent through 
the mail or transported in interstate or foreign commerce. 

VIL The Fourth Amendment 

The Constitutional Amendment which must first be discussed provides: The right the of 
people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches 
and seizures, shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, 
supported by Oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the 
persons or things to be seized. 

U.S. CONST. Amend. IV. This Amendment ". , . was specifically propounded and 
ratified with the memory of . . . Entick v. Carhngton, 95 Eng. Rep. 807 (1765). 

The Fourth Amendment, accordingly, was adopted to assure that Executive abuses of the 

power to search would not continue in our new nation. Justice White wrote in 1984 in United 

States v. Karo, 468 U.S. 705 (1984), a case involving installation and monitoring of a beeper 

which had found its way into a home, that a private residence is a place in which society 

recognizes an expectation of privacy; that warrantless searches of such places are presumptively 

unreasonable, absent exigencies. 

"The Fourth Amendment does not contemplate the executive officers of 
Government as neutral and disinterested magistrates. Their duty and responsibility 
are to enforce the laws, to investigate, and to prosecute. But those charged with this 
investigative and prosecutorial duty should not be the sole judges of when to utilize 
constitutionally sensitive means in pursuing their tasks. The historical judgment, 
which the Fourth Amendment accepts, is that unreviewed executive discretion may 
yield too readily to pressures to obtain incriminating evidence and overlook 
potential invasions of privacy and protected speech* U.SL v. U.S. District Court, 407 
U.S. at 317* 
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The Fourth Amendment further requires prior warrants for any reasonable search, based 
upon prior-existing probable cause, as well as particularity as to persons, places, and things, and 
the interposition of a neutral magistrate between Executive branch enforcement officers and 
citizens. 

Plaintiff quoted a bible verse inside a closed door office. A bible quotation does not rise 
to a level of an unlawful interception of oral communications without a court order. Sony 
Corporation ignored stringent standards of Title III, in violation of Plaintiffs First and Fourth 
Amendment. 
The First Amendment 

The First Amendment provides: Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof : or abridging the freedom of 
speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances. U.S. CONST. Amend. I. 

This Amendment, the very first which the American people required to be made to the 
new Constitution, was adopted, as was the Fourth, with Entick v. Carhngton, and the actions of 
the star chamber in mind. As the Court wrote inMarcus v. Search Warrants, 367 U.S. 717 
(1961), 

Jenkia J. Johnson and Douglas R. Fahey (Defendants) violated Plaintiffs rights in 
accordance to §247 -religious property; obstruction of persons in the free exercise of religious 
beliefs 18 U.S.C. § 2511- Interception and disclosure of wire, oral, or electronic communications, 
18 U.S.C. 18 U.S.C. §247, 18 U.S.C. § 1030(a)(2). 

Federal Trade Commission Act (FTCA), 18 U.S.C. §1028 - Identity Theft Fraud and 
Related Activities, 18 U.S.C - 241 Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 U.S.C. 242 Deprivation Of 
Rights Under Color Of Law, 18 U.S.C. 245 Federally Protected Activities, 18 U.S.C 246 - 
Deprivation Of Relief Benefits. 
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Douglas Fahey intentionally, willfully and without a court order placed a Sony Tape 
recorder manufactured by the Sony Corporation (Service Provider) inside the purse of Jenekia 
Johnson on April 14, 2004 and April 15, 2004, coached the intern, and met intern inside a vacant 
office). Fahey 's evidence was relied upon by the FDIC on January 21, 2005 and March 31, 2006. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Congress passed ECPA to update the existing surveillance law framework 
for new technologies. Recognizing the threat to privacy posed by the continuous, systematic 
acquisition of electronic communications during their transmission, Congress extended existing 
prohibitions against the unauthorized interception of wire and oral communications, enacted in 
Title III of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-351, tit. 
Ill, §§ 801-804, 82 Stat. 211 (codified as amended at 18 U.S.C.A. §§ 2510-2522 (West 2000 & 
Supp. 2004)), to electronic communications. Congress intended for Title III to protect electronic 
communications, like telephone calls, during the entirety of the transmission phase. 

One of Title Ill's most restrictive provisions is the requirement that Federal 
investigative agencies submit requests for the use of certain types of electronic surveillance 
(primarily the non-consensual interception of wire and oral communications) to the 
Department of Justice for review and approval before applications for such interception may 
be submitted to a court of competent jurisdiction for an order authorizing the interception. 

Specifically, in 18 U.S. C. § 2516(1), Title III explicitly assigns such review and approval 
powers to the Attorney General, but allows the Attorney General to delegate this review and 
approval authority to a limited number of high-level Justice Department officials, including 
Deputy Assistant Attorneys General for the Criminal Division ("DAAGs"). 
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The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) in past and current practice relied 
upon, approved, and authorized the use of Securiguard and USEC contract employees to police, 
harass, wire, monitor, engage into unlawful interceptions of oral communications, target, racially 
profile and subject predominately Afro-American FDIC employees to bogus investigative 
interviews conducted by Securiguard/ US EC security guards and former unlicensed contract 
employee Douglas R. Fahey. 

Exclusionary Rule 

When Congress adopted the federal wiretap law in 1968, one of the protections it wrote 
into the law was a provision stating that communications intercepted in violation of the law could 
not be used as evidence in any trial, civil case, or administrative proceeding. 18 USC 25 15. 

This is called a statutory exclusionary rule. When Congress extended the wiretap law to 
cover email and other electronic communications, it did not extend the e statutory exclusionary 
rule of 18 USC 25 15 to interception of email or other electronic communications. The rule 
currently applies only to voice interceptions. 

Requested Relief 
WHEREFORE, plaintiff prays that this Court: 

A. order defendants award Plaintiff an award of $25,000,000,000 (Twenty-Five million 
dollars)(net) 

B. Punitive Damages in the amount of $50,000,000,000 (Fifty million dollars)(net) of 
Sony's Corporations' willful violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2511(l)(a) (2000), 18 U.S.C. § 
2518(l)(c) (2000), 18 U.S.CA. § 2510(17) (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

18 U.S.CA. § 2701 (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

18 U.S.CA. § 2703(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2004) 

Electronic Communication Privacy Act of 1986, Pub. L. No. 99-508, 100 Stat. 1848, 
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Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, Pub. L. No. 90-351, Title III, §^ 
801-804, 82 Stat. 211, 9-7. 100 Authorization of Applications for Wire, Oral, and 
Electronic Interception Orders. 

C. award plaintiff injunctive relief and return of all tape recordings to Plaintiff to and 
including records, investigative reports 

D. award plaintiff its costs and reasonable attorneys fees incurred in this action; and 

E. grant such other relief as the Court may deem just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels (Prose) 
2210 Anvil Lane 
Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 
(301)630-5062 
EXHIBIT A 



1) Documentation of Illegal wire 

2) Documentation of unlicensed Security Guard Police Report 

3) Documentation DOJ Criminal Division 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this IP*" dav of October 2006. a true and exact copy of 
the foregoing Complaint was filed in the United States District Court, Washington, DC, and 
named Defendants Jenekia J. Johnson and Douglas R. Fahey by Court Service Process upon 
named Defendants. 




Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels (prose) 

FDIC Information Specialist 

2210 Anvil Lane 

Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 

(301)630-5062 
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fLLE N ^ffiER: WASHINGTON V**^ ***** "A****^ 

~- ________ ^ent lumber: 0-0000000186^ 
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Security Level 
Category 
Subcategory 
Type 

Occurred From 
Reported Date/Time 
Reporting Person 
Building/Site 
-Address 

location 
KiOcation Details 
loss/Damage Type 
Incident Statu* 
Reported to Police 



FDIC Security 

Threats 

By Employee 
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" x ident fNlhiber: 0-0000000186 



Recorded in IRCVIS 

FDIC Security 

Washington. DC 
4/14/2004 1152:00 AM 

4/14/2004 11:59:00 AM 

Fahey, Do uglas <g- r^~ _ * 

1717HStNW~ ^'^«*^ fi) t&n^P^f 'xAMg^cfC^ 

^ZJ^ tJ^^ "^*^ *=**> « "ay^ 
tvAfartetephzi ^vbsM-knc^i asm<-d^^ 
3rdHoor U ObC c«U. 



Re£ to Management 
No 




g^gttori^^^^q^bye^y^ r^Vif»trwUW^<^.^^4W 




Person Type Employee 

Barring Notice No 

Person Details 

Sex Female 

Employment Detafls 

Occupation Infonnation Specialist 

User Defined Fields 
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Person Type ReportinaPerson 

Barring Notice No 

Employment Details 

Occupation Intern 

User Defined Fields 



Salutation 
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^ J* g^ &? h a1^ JfruM^S 

4 V* Ji ?Sv^ After lookmg at the suggestions, JOHNSON came up with her own idea / JLl, 

*f JfiT It SI t^ T U J f g °,? hcr Imd teU her ** *» feIt ^eatened by he? me dTbeTe **"» ^ 

•^rf^fe -SwrfSS'S hW ^T d ^ te ^ gadial °^ e - ! ^ ed A e recorder to me * \ J W 

fv>^,/' 1220H "- and that .rt was the beginning of the tape. At that time, JOHNSON left the room ' 

%>%£ - ^ to the 3rd floor of me buj^ ^^ § jg ^g ^ 

2*%T !«2!2S^ r ^ * r^ 011 ^ her- The tape continued to run and record their 
midr J™"* 1 J* approximately the next 37 minutes. I located JOHNSON at 13 -20Hrs on L 
4^01 vX J ?°° r " d """■P"** her back to the 1st floor where I then recovered ±e recordeTand tan^ 
^o&\F fron Vherpurse. JOHNSON reported that the tape ended before meirTn^rsatioTdTd sfe ^ 

>^^ SSSSf "^T 1 ^ * e D r VerSati ° n ' ***** GIBSON-MICHAeIs Sed her 
oSn 5 Sf W ^ 0IB ? 0N -MICHAELS was "a lot nicer than yesterday*? I as£ 
J OHNSON if fterewere an y witnesses to the conversation t heyjusthadan d she stetefno 




On 15 April 200£ at 13:44Hrs., GIBSON-MICHAELS sent JOHNSON and BEARD an e-mail 
with a subject, LIE DETECTOR TEST. The e-mail read: 

"This is a suggestion to get to the truth regarding your situation Lie Detector test *™> i nn 
percent accurate You both might want to consider taking a lie ^£Z£SZZ?££ 
both of you are 100% certain that it wasnt you. Also, taking a lie detector to define tfTh 

™,t ? ' Instigator might request that you are both tested regarding the fact! 

surrounding your situation The test only cost sometimes between $20.00 or $40 00 dollars 
^„.w k 1 m,g ^ t0 administer the test free. Since there is a possibility that there 

Lnlt aVe ^ Cn ^^ 0th6r *" y0Urselves > men y° u b °th should take the tt t^emer or 
K^ f y ° U ■" ^ Ae TOU1B -then there shouldn't be a probfem Slak n g 
a LIE detector test to save your friendship. (SMILE). . . " (end of e-mail) g 

^ April . 2004, u* ^ 1HrS " Gffi SON-MICHAELS sent JOHNSON an internet link 
SKSSfJ ^"^ ? 6 SUbJ6Ct ^ M0rmati0n regardin « *• MWH* (LiTSetector Test) 
Sftoa^wt^^ 

? a H 1 a 6 t1 P '? 2004 ' atl0:20Hrs ' Ileftavo ^message for JOHNSON tocallme At 14-20Hrs I 

SSSSKS55STT7 W ^ her r "" h6r t0 refleCt ° n *• ^versation she ha^ wT" 
?n^n^ !^u S ^.^ ^^ "^ te " me how sh e was feeling about all of this 
JOHNSON stated she wouldn't be as comfortable with GIBSON-MICHAELS from now on and 




Case 1 :06-cv-01933-RMU Document 1-2 Filed 1 1/13/2006 Page 5 of 57 



AlfcMORANDUtt 



TO Officii] ftta 



FROM: Contract Investigator B. Cohen 



sidSffieEtawrtri 




FafiqF 



,2004, 



MJp* that- Mc Fahep: vwrr 
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Company Nam# 

r IRIMS 
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she will act out in a violent manner to cause harm to co-workers. However, if her current level of inappropriate 
behavior is allowed to continue it could well escalate into more serious behaviors. 

Submitted, 

Steve Kaufer, CPP 

Co-Founder 

Workplace Violence Research Institute 

END OF KAUFER'S REPORT 

No further information at this time. 



End of Report 



CacKMcrOoidfibo ©P ****** ^ 



5* Saki J e**- 6W00 1*tfe "'ao f*^~, 
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On September 2, 2003, at 17: 1 5Hrs., Ms. Gibson-Michaels sent a memo to Erica Cooper, and copied POL VINALE, 
LANTELME and me. In it, s he requests an immediate reassignment to an other sectio n based on the u nfair treatment that she 
believes she has received since allegations were unjustly tiled against her. She again stated POLVINALE never counseled her 
regarding any type of behavior regarding the incident on August 12. She also makes note of her own morale issue within her 
group since she was unjustly placed on the FDIC surplus list, her father has been diagnosed w ith prostate cancer, h er son is %£ 
severely autistic with a seizure disorder and she is the only one left in her group which was Formerly comprised of 4othcT 
individuals wno are no longer at FDIC. See her memo for full and complete information. [A-16] 

On September 2, 2003, at 1 7: 1 6Hrs. f GIBSON-MICHAELS sent an e-mail to LANTELME, making comment on what she 
recognized as an inconsistency in the statement of HOPKINS concerning the use of the word, stupid Refer to her memo for full 
and complete information. [A-l 1, pg. I J 

On September 4, 2003, 1 received a memo from Paul Mitchell, whose office is located in front of GIBSON-MICHAELS* 
cubicle. MITCHELL stated although he didn't remember the date, he recalled that several weeks ago, as GIBSON-MICHAELS 
was walking past his office, he heard her say in an angry tone of voice - 'I told you not to ask me any more stupid questions!* He 
stated GIBSON-MICHAELS then went to her cubicle and he didn't hear anything more. He also wrote that he did not hear 
anything before her statement, but later learned from others that GIBSON-MICHAELS and HOPKINS had some sort of 
argument that day. Please refer to MITCHELL'S memo [A- 1 7] 

On September 4, 2003, at 10:0OHrs. v a MRT meeting was held regarding this matter. In attendance were Bill Kmetz, JR 
Harris, Mary Laverty and Doug Fahey. LAVERTY stated she would notify Bob Wooding to communicate with Carl Polvinale 
and insure that GIBSON-MICHAELS' behavior is monitored in the future. She also stated no corrective or disciplinary action 
would be warranted in this case as POLVINALE performed a counseling session with GIBSON-MICHAELS. It was also 
decided that the Workplace Violence Research Institute would be consulted to assess the incident 

On September 5, 2003, 1 contacted the Workplace Violence Research Institute and spoke with Steve Kaufer. I briefed Mr. 
Caufer on this matter and advised I would send the case documentation for him to review and assess. On September 6, 2003, 1 
e-mailed the documentation to Mr. Kaufer. 

Case open pending review by the Workplace Violence Research Institute. 

On 8 September 2003, GIBSON-MICHAELS requested that Sukari Smith, Rose Harley, and Alva Vaden be interviewed 
concerning their knowledge of this incident 

On 9 September 2003, in continuing this investigation, I spoke with and then received an e-mail from Sukari Smith. In her 
subsequent e-mail, (A 18) SMITH stated she could not verify whether or not she was in her office between 10:00-10:30Hrs. on 
8/12/03, but did say she did not hear anything aggressive above the normal hub of that area. SMITH informed me that she first 
found out about the incident on 9/8/03 when GIBSON-MICHAELS talked with her about it and asked her if she would talk with 
me and tell me she didn't hear anything that day. 

On 9 September 2003, 1 spoke with and then received an e-mail from Rose Harley. In her subsequent e-mail, (A 19), 
HARLEY provided her recollection of what she called the -discussion" that occurred on 8/12/03 between Terry Hopkins and 
Yolanda Gibson-Michaels. HARLEY stated it was sometime before lunch, that she hear someone way words to the effect, "I 
don't want to talk to you anymore. You're insulting. - She stated she didn't recognize the voice at the time as Terry Hopkins' and 
in fact thought it was another employee who works on the third floor. She stated she did recognize Yolanda's voice when she 
said, "Well, you're insulting." She stated she would describe both voices as being agitated, but did not hear any yelling or 
screaming that would cause her to leave her office to see what was occurring. 

On 9 September 2003, at I0:55Hrs., I spoke with Alva Vaden. VADEN stated she was at work and in her office with the 
door open on 8/12/03 between 10:00- 10:30Hrs. and did not hear anything at all. She stated she found out about the incident 
vhen people talked about it in the staff meeting and people talking about it in the hallway. VAOEN did not provide a written 
.catement 
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On 10 September 2003, 1 was notified by Mary Lavcrty in an e-mail that after completing her review of the information in 
this report, it was then her understanding that no memo had been issued or formal counseling done with Yolanda 
Gibson-Michaels. She stated management had not taken corrective action regarding the August 12 incident and was awaiting 
the results of the investigation before determining what action, if any, to take. 

On 10 September 2003, 1 received a call from Steve Kaufer with the Workplace Violence Research Institute* KAUFER 
stated it was his opinion, based on the reports I submitted to him , that GIBSON-MICHAELS' behavior was not acceptable and 
needed corrective action. He noted his believe that she may believe there is some kind of plot or conspiracy against her, and 
questioned whether a racial issue could be present He believed there was a veiled threat present for GIBSON-MICHAELS to 
bring in her martial arts trophies and demonstrate the simulation of lethal karate moves. He stated however there was nothing in 
the material he reviewed that made him believe that GIBSON-MICHAELS would progress to behavior more serious, and if 
another incident were to occur, it would be on about the same plane as the current incident KAUFER stated he would follow-up 
with a written report 

This case was referred to management for further review. 

On 29 September 2003, 1 received a report from KAUFER as follows: 

As you requested I reviewed the available reports and other information related to the concern over Ms. 

Gibson-Michael's behavior. 

The behavior that brought Ms. Gibson-Michael to the attention of the MRT related to her response to an inquiry over 
leave slips that she requested that Terry Hopkins, her acting supervisor, sign. When questioned about the slips, Ms. 
Gibson-Michael reacted in a manner that caused Hopkins and others in the immediate area concern for their safety. 

Your report clearly details this incident and other unwanted behavior by Ms. Gibson-Michael. 

I have reviewed e-mails, statements of witnesses and supervisors, your report and all other documentation made 
available to me. Based on this review I find: 

1 . Whether in the context of workplace violence prevention or just common courtesy and civility, the behavior 
exhibited by Ms. Gibson-Michael on the occasion in question and others is not acceptable. When behavior of one 
employee causes others in the workplace to feel threatened and at-risk, clearly those actions must cease. Her actions, 
according to witnesses, included screaming and acting in a hostile and aggressive manner towards co-workers. 

2. It appears that Ms. Gibson-Michael believes that actions taken by supervisors and co-workers are part of a larger 
"plot" against her. I found no evidence that any disciplinary or corrective actions or counseling singled her out. 

3. Her comments regarding her black belt and discussion on which portions of a person's body that can be struck to 
kill them is troublesome. While under normal circumstances, showing off martial arts trophies would be viewed as a 
gesture of involvement with co-workers, however, given her prior behavior I view it as a veiled threat She does not, 
according to information reviewed, have a close personal relationship with others in the office. The display of the 
trophies and discussion of injury or death that could be caused by martial arts I believe was done to intimidate 
co-workers. Again, under the FDICs Workplace Violence Prevention Program, these actions and comments are not 

.cceptable. 

While her actions, methods and language are unwanted and should likely result in corrective action, I don't believe 
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f Johnson, Jenekia 
\Fnm: Johnson, Jenekia 
S«nt Frktay,May2t, 2004 11.38 AM 

u * i ohnson ' Jenekla 

[Subject FW: Recording conversation 

"^ i 

— Original Message—- 
From: Johnson, Jenekia 
^JJ^esday, April 28, 2004 3:27 PM 

Subject Recording conversation a** 1 ^*"*** 



April 28, 2004 
Good afternoon Mr. Fahey, 



tffe^ 



tape ~J5^^ of April 15th in a '^fe 

thatconversatlon, « s^T^t^ ^^^^ SSi^ myself"^ * ^ 
eariier conversation betw een sheand I i n tES ' wh,ch ' was referring to an 
I think about what she said to me ^JS ^ 8 * 10 "' Yo,anda ' «*S "did 
something that r did not do. I also toW hL tf Tf ' tn " was to conf es* to 
nothing of it. ' a ' 80 told her m at ' went home and tried to think 

was *% a o2S2» 1 minutes later, you asked me 

then, that I had just ran Info her oefor^m^ 6 '?? t,me we had s Poke. I toW you 
J said by her, and I told you then i£S £?."%* y0U ' You asked ™ whaK 8 
"•/W 1 ^ said *■»*** and I said No ? You thl« * S3 ' d Was " dW ' »** about whatshe ^ ^ 
4^ x 0^, Jj gjting on it onhovsrW w ^^ which had (^^ 

approaching YoTal^a^^ f 

J2J and yes I did "WtSCT^ Cc**!^ 
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Johnson, Jenakia 

From: Johnson, Jenekia 

Saute Friday, May 21 , 2004 8:58 AM 

To: Fahey, Douglas 

Subject: Yotanda 



May 21, 2004 



PS. I wasn't sure whether I should document this. 



J 
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by Ms. Gibson-Michael, consent, bu« by what the investigation would uncover ^ 
hersdf I, is u.Ktes.ood ^ Ms . Johna)ll dK . ded ^ to go to ^ ^^ ^ ^ 

hin about the conversation fiom her point of view before Ms. Gason-Michaeb told hhn 

^gtopursne. ^^te ta .^ S ay,« Il a, s u« OTaiti « gardingllanilcomingtoi& 
/<»b^- s b^orh« W e re ele,ly u ^f^ ^ stataentJjmeanttocreatefiarand 
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cbildr CT -,chi 1 drenfo,^ tofourgCT<rafoma , w . tteaMt[wwg[dof ^ d ^^ 
repeatingof hefting M a. J o hmo ,ha,bea n l sommytilneabefoI .. ^.^ „ 
^^causejUamg fagMs. abgrtgjtgh h^r^gaj^ fflta 
wasfe*nu, itwas fearing fbr her physical safety, and if that was the cas^whvjd 

Lm ' ete ' aMto °°^'gfApnUo^ 7 TW Pattern of events fta, Mowed tha, 
co v«atio«onAprii ,4* and April 1** do no, shpwthatlear or threatening of any kind 
were « element of concern to Ma. Johnson. Mr. Lantern, also state, tba, Ms. Gibson- 
Miehaels provided the investigator with inaccurate information. Ms was not 
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intentionally done. Ms. Gibson-Michaels did not say anything she did not believe was 
true. She answered everything truthfully and honestly. 43 questions were a sked of her. 
Eleven question s were addres sed and s ix were not an swered to Mr. Fahey's satisfaction. 
These six questions are what has been previously addressed above. Out of the six 
q uestions management i s usi ng to support the inaccurate information provided to an 
i nvestigator charges, two of them were not clearly stated and she did not hear what he 
did Four of them have been explained. We do not feel it is correct in saying that in not 
recalling a part of such a lengthy conversation it was done intentionally or to mislead the 
investigator. Clearly that she did not remember saying those things at all. We are asking 
that the proposed ten calendar day suspension n ot be granted as the employee was acting 
in a mentor capacity and no threat was issued by Ms. Gibson-Michaels to Ms. Johnson 
what so ever. I f there had been a physical thr eat, t he MRT tea m would have reacted 
diffe rently in dealing with the situ ation. We formally are asking that these a ccusations be 
removed from the employees personnel file and an apology made to her fo r the irra tional 
behavior from Mr. Lantelme and the inappropriate treatment of Mr. Fahey. 
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intentionally done. Ms. Gibson-Michaels did not say anything she did not believe was 
true. She answered everything truthfully and honestly. 43 questions were asked of her. 
Eleven questio ns were addres sed and s ix were not an swered to Mr. Fahey's satisfaction. 
These six questions are what has been previously addressed above. Out of the six 
q uestions management i s usi ng to support the inaccurate information provided to an 
i nvestigator charges, two of them were not clearly stated and she did not hear what he 
did. Four of them have been explained. We do not feel it is correct in saying that in not 
recalling a part of such a lengthy conversation it was done intentionally or to mislead the 
investigator. Clearly that she did not remember saying those things at all. We are asking 
that tnc proposed ten calendar day suspension n ot be granted as the em ployee was acting 
in a mentor capacity and no threat was issued by Ms. Gibson-Michaels to Ms. Johnson 
what so ever. I f there had been a physical threat , t he MRT team would h ave reacted 
d ifferently in dealing with the situatio n. W e formally are asking that these accusatio ns be 
removed from the employees personnel file and an apology made to her fo r the irration al 
behavior from Mr. Lantelme and the inappropriate treatment of Mr. Fahey. 
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Response to an Inquiry from 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mlkulski 

On Behalf of Ms. Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 



ThefoiIowingtofonn.«o.l.prov,de4b y ih.F^ 

Legal Envision 

"opcme in ttaS^KCjtSJ^ 00 ?'',? 1 * WM *°**> <lirecto<1 to 
mmagma y. ^™ rIw ^aE£aS22Sl l 'ytlutco-woiJaiaiidiSBrfigc«i^ 

action. Based <m w imn-^ a ^-^"^Michaels s actions warranted disciplinary 
Sm«?r^A GiWMicLSK 

<te propose to w^^S^K^ ' q ?* e ^^' to ^^ "^ ^ » ^"^ » 
Employed SrauS tto ro^^ 2*™"' **""" "" Na&aui <^ 
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Response to in inquiry from 

The Honorable Albert R. Wynn 

on behalf of Ms. Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 

The following information is provided by the FDIC's Legal Division 

As Ms. Gibson-Michaels notes in her letter, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
ZT^f* m ******* into ■»*«» niisconduct by Ms. Gibson-Michaels. She 

Z£T^Fj° m ? a *T t " ^ ° f *" *■"*«■*» «* *• was properly directed to 
cooperate m Aatmterview. As a result of management's findings about Ms Gibson-Michaels' 
nusconduct, the FDIC has proposed to suspend her without pay for ten days Ms Sbson^ 

SSSTS^ ? ^ "^ "!? ™ ^^ to &e proposa1 ' ^ to recd ™ all evident ^ 
relied upon. She is bemg represented m this matter by the labor union for FDIC employees the 
National Treasury Employees Union (NTEU). If management decides to suspend S" 

al*£n ""* ^ * 8riCVanCC "* UltimatCly appCal *" acti ° Q t0 tolng 

*A Ms. Gibson-Michaels specifically complains about one of her cognations with a co-worker \ Z^h 
S^S^ ^ .that co-worker and relied upon by managemen t.. The conversation was *■*•«* 

fS^S^^Km ™™*m as permitted Byb.C. Code §23-542 and / U$*>0 

In addition to the process described above, on or about April 30. 2004 . Ms. Gibson-Michaels 
contacted the FDIC's Office of Diversity and Economi c Opportunity about mly of fc Tame 

aZd^lr r le T t0 *?* 0f5ce - ShC is being provided *" *• due Pwce. ^ts 
afforded to all federal employees in the pursuit of EEO claims. 

Furthermore, on or about May 6, 20Q4, Ms. Gibson-Michaels also filed an unfair labor practice 
charge wnh the Federal Labor Relations Authority, essentially based upon the same mcE 
alle ations y conductm 8 m investigation into her unfair labor practice charge 

Finally the FDIC Office of Inspector General (OIG) was an addressee on the letter 

Ms. G.bson-Michaels sent to you and she has asked OIG to conduct an inquiry into this matter. 

We will, of course, fully cooperate with any inquiry conducted. 

to^.Jj ^ ***** ^* } > C "** > ^ 
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AFFIDAVIT 
OTY OF WASHINGTON D.C. ) 
DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON D.C. } 

ofAssi^o^Cou^^BM, U^ivisio, Fede* ^ stt ^ 

H.95,^,^^ I^M^EEOaci^r^^^ 
EEO tai ^ re ^ g ^^^ t ^ gandmitjgatjngofh ^^ ^ 

U» supervisor i, Deputy General Comal Erica Bovenzi. 

"^^Vole^G.WMic^.BEOCo.np.aint^ve^and^^ 
NoticeofRightsofwi^^o^^^ 

Ihave known Ms. Gibson-McWs rince 199* (^relationship is purely 

"^ '^^•^^•-ndlines^.,^ 
^oon^^M^WMic^^^^,,^^^^^^ 

Michaels is . AJrican-A.erican female, ^ ^ ^ , Wffi „„, ^ rf ^ 

until I was told about them during the cou™> n f t u; B • • . 

unng me course of this investigation. I learned of the 

specifics of Ms. Gibson-Michaels' FFn r i • * L 

n Miciiaels EEO Complaint when I read the Investigator's Letter 

of Authorization during my interview on September 20, 2004. 



Pa S*lof6 ,~ t , r .. ^TL 

Affiant's Initials v U^ 
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Regarding Accepted Issue One, I did initiate an FDIC administrative investigation^ 
against Ms. Gibson-Michaels on or about April 14, 2004 for allegedly threatening 
Student Intern Jenika Johnson. On or about April 14, 2004, Ms. Johnson came to my 
office visibly upset Ms. Johnson stated, in substance, that approximately 1 5 minutes 
prior, Ms. Gibson-Michaels had threatened Ms. Johnson in connection with an 
investigation of a theft of her money on FDIC property. Ms. Johnson stated that a few 
days prior she had reported a theft of money to FDIC Security and that a fellow FDIC 
Student Intern was a suspect. Ms. Johnson indicated that Ms. Gibson-Michaels talked to 
her and urged her to drop the charges against the other Student Intern as well as give the 
other Student Intern money. Ms. Gibson-Michaels had asked Ms. Johnson to do the 
right thing and indicated to Ms. Johnson that if she did not something bad could happen \ &$$&* 
to Ms. Johnson's chad. I asked Ms. Johnson to prepare a write-up of her conversation ^ 
with Ms. Gibson- Michaels. 

FDIC procedures indicate that when an employee receives a threat the FDIC 
Management Response Team (MRT) should be contacted. I contacted William Kmetz of 
FDIC Security and reported my conversation with Ms. Johnson. I did take some notes of 
my conversation with Ms. Johnson which I believe that I gave to Investigator Douglas 
Fahey. I am unaware who informed Ms. Gibson-Michaels that she was the subject of an 
administrative investigation. To the best of my knowledge the resultant investigation was 
conducted by Investigator Fahey and Mr. Kmetz. I was not involved in the resultant 
investigation or the investigative decisions made by Investigator Fahey and Ms. Kmetz. 

I was aware that sometime later in April 2004, Investigator Fahey planned to have 
Ms. Johnson speak to Ms. Gibson-Michaels about the alleged threat. Investigator Fahey 
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had asked Ms. Johnson ,„ tmal m etaronic ^ on ^ ^ fa ^ ^ ^ 
the conversation between herself and M, Gibson-Michaels { The decision ,o employ . 
hidden electronic recorder on Ms. Johnson's person was made byeither Investigator 
Faheyo, Se curity ChjefKgc * I did ask fteFDic Assistant Wrectorfor the i and 
Employee Relations Section Randi Mendelsohn about the use of the hidden electronic 
recorder. I was told that she wa, aware of and approved the use of the hidden elechonic 
recorder. 

After the completion of the investigation, I received a report on Ms. Gibson- 
Michaels' actions from the MRT. The report indicated that there was no likelihood of 
physical violence against Ms. Johnson by Ms. Gibson-Michaels. It was nonetheless plain 
to me that Ms. Gibson-Michaels had interfered with the FDIC theft investigation and had 
lied about it to the investigators. I proposed that Ms. Gibson-Michaels receive a ten day 
suspension. Subsequently, the deciding official reduced the ten day suspension to a five 
day suspension. Ms. Gibson-Michaels has served the five day suspension. 

My actions and decisions in connection with Accepted Issue One were not 
influenced in any manner by Ms. Gibson-Michaels' race, color, gender or any other 
factors such as her age, and religion. I deny that my actions and decisions in connection 
with Accepted Issue One constituted any type of reprisal against Ms. Gibson-Michaels. 
Ms. Gibson-Michaels was treated as any other FDIC employee would have been treated 
regarding an employee threat allegation. 

Regarding Accepted Issue Two, on or about August 12, 2003, I did initiate an 
administrative investigation against Ms. Gibson-Michaels for allegedly threatening Ms. 
Terry Hopkins. On or about August 12, 2003, Ms. Hopkins came to my office and 
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informed me that as an Acting Supervisor she had asked Ms. Gibson-Michaels questions 
about a leave slip that Ms. Gibson-Michaels had given to Ms. Hopkins. I believe that the 
initial conversation took place in Ms. Hopkins' office. Ms. Hopkins stated, in substance, 
that Ms. Gibson-Michaels had objected to Ms. Hopkins* questioning of a signature on the 
leave slip. Ms. Hopkins felt intimated and left her office. Ms. Hopkins stated that Ms. 
Gibson-Michaels had followed her down a hall berating Ms. Hopkins. I believe that 
FDIC Secretary Eyvonne Bryant witnessed Ms. Gibson-Michaels berating Ms. Hopkins. 

I contacted the MRT and a subsequent investigation was conducted. The 
investigation resulted in a conclusion that there was no likelihood of violence. 
Subsequently, I did orally counsel Ms. Gibson-Michaels about her behavior toward Ms. 
Hopkins. I do not believe that I made a written comment about my counseling session 
with Ms. Gibson-Michaels. 

My actions and decisions in connection with Accepted Issue Two were not 
influenced in any manner by Ms. Gibson-Michaels' race, color, gender or any other 
factors such as her age, and religion. I deny that my actions and decisions in connection 
with Accepted Issue One constituted any type of reprisal against Ms. Gibson-Michaels. 
Ms. Gibson-Michaels was treated as any other FDIC employee would have been treated 
regarding an employee threat allegation. 

Regarding Accepted Issue Three, Ms. Gibson-Michaels has been treated 

differently than Mr. Frank Nigro. Mr. Nigro is no longer a FDIC employee. Mr. Nigro 

retired from FDIC in 2003. I have been told that Mr. Nigro did have an explosive 

temper. I believe Mr. Nigro received an official admonishment that if he did not retire he 

would have been subject to severe disciplinary action. I believe that Ms. Gibson- 
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Michaels had complained to FDIC about Mr. Nigro's behavior. I was Mr. Nigro's fourth 
level supervisor and did not personally know Mr. Nigro. I believe that Mr. Nigro is a 
white Caucasian male. I do not know Mr. Nigro's religion. I assume Mr. Nigro's age is 
over 50 since he was able to retire from the FDIC. 

I have no knowledge that Mr. Nigro's race, color, gender, age and religion played 
any role or influenced in any manner FDIC Officials' decisions and actions about Mr. 
Nigro's on the job behavior. I have no knowledge of any type of favorable treatment 
given to Mr. Nigro by FDIC Officials due to Mr. Nigro's race, color, gender, age, and 

religion. 

I am unaware that the events involving the Accepted Issues have affected Ms. 
Gibson-Michaels* job performance. I believe that Ms. Gibson-Michaels is performing 
her current duties in a competent manner. I have been asked the question of whether the 
events involving the Accepted Issues have affected Ms. Gibson-Michaels* job 
opportunities. I am unaware of any such FDIC job opportunities for Ms. Gibson- 
Michaels. FDIC has been in the process of becoming smaller and losing positions. 

In summary, I have no knowledge of any type of discrimination by FDIC 
Officials based on Ms. Gibson-Michaels' race, color, sex, age, and religion. 

I have nothing further to add to my affidavit. 

I have reviewed this statement, which consists of five (5) pages, and hereby 
solemnly swear that it is true and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. I 
understand that the information I have given will not be held confidential and may be 
shown to the interested parties as well as made a permanent part of the record of 
investigation. 
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I declare under the penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct Executed this 
17 tb d av of S^rfziLr £fff fdate^ 




7«^r£- 



^ 



James T. Lantelme 



Sworn and Subscribed by 

Investigator, o n /wJ/afy (date). 



/^^ — - 



Bany Cohen, EEO Contract 
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AFFIDAVIT 
CITY OF WASHINGTON D.C. } 
DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON D.C. } 

I, William A. Kmetz, hereby solemnly swear that I am employed in the position 
of Assistant Director, grade E-l, Security Management Section, Administration Division, 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIQ, 1776 F Street, NW, Washington D.C. 
20429. My race is Caucasian, my color is white, my gender is male, and my date of 
birth is January 4, 1950, my religion is Roman Catholic. My first line supervisor is Mr. 
Michael Rubino, Associate Director, Corporate Services Branch, Administration 
Division. I have had routine FDIC training regarding the preventing, reporting and 
mitigating of harassment 

I have read the Investigator's Letter of Authorization with the Accepted Issues 
regarding Ms. Yolanda Gibson-Michaels' EEO Complaint. I have read and signed the 
Notice of Rights of Witnesses in EEO Investigations form. 

I am not sure how long I have known Ms. Gibson-Michaels. I had seen her once 
or twice as a FDIC employee. Our relationship is purely professional. I am aware that 
Ms. Gibson-Michaels is an African-American female. I do not know her age or her 
religion. I have never supervised Ms. Gibson-Michaels. I have no knowledge of any 
prior EEO activity by Ms. Gibson-Michaels. I learned of Ms. Gibson-Michaels's current 
EEO Complaint when I was interviewed on September 27, 2004. 

Regarding Accepted One, FDIC has a zero tolerance policy regarding allegations 
of work place violence. I chair the FDIC Management Response Team (MRT). The 
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.** —« — wi* Ms. Johnso. m, Fahey WM a aaii ^ ^ ^ ^; 

^ SeamguardCoiponitioii. Mr. Fahey was in <*.„. <■ ■ ■ 

_ raney was m charge of investigation. Mr. Fahey 

Mr- Fahey, investigation was taiwT^h,,^ 
Purees htfomtaHon Manage*** Systen, (IW MS). ^S i, a* ^ ^ contains 
-W.andsec^y rep „r U con^h y FDIC S «c^ 
Fahey, r*M S reporr of this investigation to the Lege, Administration Division 

I do rememher Mr. Fahey^^^ e ^ ^^ ^ ^^ 

conversation herw.cn ^. J^^^^^^^^ ^ ^ 

that AjT« ^»"i_^ , -. . ~~— ~- 



<^«*^^ Mr. Fahey in^ .har Ms 

^nadagreedrothepiacingofrh. tapered, her handhag in order to record 

fM -o-ahonwrhMs.Oihson.Michae.s. ^. Fahey stated tha,h,ce M, Johnson 
. .'.f'^ vli^had agreed to the mr/mi. r L __ 



at 



£,*J- agreed . ,he recording of her conversation with Ma. Cihson-Michaeis the, the .„ 

&£ '^^^'^^^SiiSlSH;;^ ^sedMr.Fahey ^ 
^. "-"^CLahor^tio.aod.V.r.^eregardingd.e.eof.hetape ^ 
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— . — * m coordinanon was donei but , do no( have ^ spKjfe 

** How CTe , , Wieve to ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Ms ^ ^ ^ 
>««,„„ . reco* her convereatioa wit „ Ms Gibson ^^ ^ ^ _ ^ 
hidden recorder was permissible and legal. 

My actio, „, ^ h mtmtm w;th Aaepted ^ ^ ^ no( 
— * -, m by m,. GlWMJchMls . ^ co]or _ ^ w ^ ^ 

»«■ Accept ^ one c.^ my ^ of ^ ^ ^ 

^ G ' WMiChae,S *" — " -" - ™ OT p Ioyee would ^ ^ ^ 
regarding an employee threat allegation. 

^ fo ^« Accept ^ ^ : ,„ no , ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ 2flM 

—W. - «**. „ . rounne _„ ^ fomiaii2ed ^ ^ ^ ^ 
The «p. B f„ r ^ ^.^ ^ ^ forwanfcd ^ ^ Admin . shat . on 

My acion, an, ^ „ ^^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

** " "" — ^ Mi «— «- -«, c olor , graaer or My otnw 
— - ■■ — ^^oa IdCTythatmyactjonsanddecisionsiiconnKtjo]] 

Ms. Gibson-Michaels was treated as any other FDir «,«• 

any otfter FDIC employee would have been treated 

• regarding an employee threat allegation. 
)£$> *— «• Accept Issue ^ , haye „ o TOoto . on Qf ^ evMB 
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messages about Mr. Nigro's FDIC job behavior. I have no knowledge of any FDIC 
favorable treatment of Mr. Nigra based on his Caucasian race, white color, male gender, 
and such factors as his age and religion. 

Mr. Fahey is no longer employed as a contract Investigator by FDIC. He is 
currendy employed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

In summary, I have no knowledge of any type of discrimination or reprisal actions 
by FDIC Officials based on Ms. Gibson-Michaels' race, color, sex, age, and religion. To 
the best of my knowledge Ms. Gibson-Michaels was treated as any other FDIC 
employee. 

I have nothing further to add to my affidavit. 

I have read the foregoing statement consisting of T pages, each of which I 
initialed, and it is true and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. Any 
corrections that I have made have my initials next to the correction. This statement is 
made of my free will without any threat, promise of immunity, or inducement. I 
understand that the information I have given is not to be considered confidential and that 
it may be shown to interested parties. 



£j£^s4* 




Signature 



Subscribed and sworn before me in A/A^-yfe^ S^C. 
thi s V__ dav of DeCfrftS, 2004 

Investigator {Qa*~sL*&---~ 



4r, M S 



/ *s 
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PRIVACY ACT NOTICE TO INTERVIEW WITNESSES 

(OTHER THAN COMPLAINANT) 

FOR EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINT INVESTIGATIONS 

GENERAL 

This information is provided pursuant to Public Law 93-579 (Privacy Act of 1974), 
December 31, 1974, for individuals supplying information for inclusion in a system of 
records. 

AUTHORITY 

The authority to collect the information requested by this interview is derived from one or 
more of the following: 

Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 5.2 and 5.3; Title 29, Code of Federal 
Regulations, Section 1614; Title 5, United States Code, Sections 1303 and 1304; Title 42, 
United States Code, Section 2000e-l 6; and Executive Order 1 1478, as amended. 

PURPOSES AND USES 

The information you supply will be used along with data developed to resolve or 
otherwise determine the merits of the complaint of discrimination in the delivery of 
federally assisted or federally conducted programs or services. This information may be 
furnished to designated officers and employees of agencies and departments of the 
Federal Government in order to resolve or otherwise determine the merits of the 
complaint of dscrimination. The information may also be disclosed to any agency of the 
Federal Government having a working relationship with regard to FDIC activities, to the 
intelligence agencies of the Federal Governm ent, or to others for uses as published in the 
Federal Register. 

EFFECTS OF NONDISCLOSURE 

Disclosure of the information sought is voluntary; however, failure on the part of FDIC 
employees to furnish the information will result in a direction by the head of the agency, 
or his/her designated representative, to produce or provide such information as is 
available. Failure to provide the information at that time may result in the initiation of 
disciplinary proceedings against you, up to and including termination. Applicants in such 
cases may be refused employment 

Disclosure of information by present or prospective Government contractors is also 
voluntary, although failure to furnish the above requested information where the contract 
so provides may result in administrative sanctions, including disqualification to enter into 
a contort or termination of an existing contract.-^ 

> 1 





Signature ofWterviewer Signature of Witness (person providingSatement) 

Date: /0 " ?-<*</ 
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ViXt 



Federal Deoostt Insurance Corooration 

3501 H. ^^(^901-1231), A^cn M 222264500 Plica otOwty and feonog Opportune 

NOTICE OP RIGHTS OF WITNESSES 
IN 
EEO INVESTIGATIONS 

Pursuant to the provision! at 29 C.F R. §1614.108; federal agencies are required to 
investigate all aspect* of discrmination complain* The mvuatigafaon shall include a 
thorough review of trmrfrcumetanc^ 

and the treatment of members of me complainant's protected groups) as compared with 
the treatment of other employees in the orgamaticmalseg/naitmv^ch the complaint 



All employees having any knowledge of (he numw complained of are required to 

cocpa^with^i^^s^^^^coodiM^rgihcmy^sftk^ Tim investigator ia 

auttwnzed to administer oaths and require that staceniertaofwhneaeesbereducedtoan 

affidavit The wimessiniist swear to or afBnn to the tnift^ 

investigator or a third party, without a pledge of confidentiality. The investigator it also 

auttoriaed to obtain copies of relevant employment reoMds.pob^statementa, and 

regulations. 

Asa witness, you have the following rights; 



I. 



2. 



To be provided a Notice of Authorization that identifies me tovestigator and 
explains the investigator's authority and responsibility in the conducting the 
investigation. 

To have a representative present at any meetmg/discussfcn wim the tovetf ^ 

Therepieaentativecanadviseyouonhowtorespondtotheiw hi* ' 

cannot respond tor you. s ^ p " 



3. To receive sufficient information concerning the claim(s) and basisfes) of the 
conmlairtaiid circumstances umferwhk* 

accuratelyrespondtomequestioiuposedbythemvestia^^ 

Tobeprovidedacce»to<tocumentoyw^ . f 

theyare necessary for you to review m order to rtspoiid to questions posed by'the 



4. 



5 ' lea^aT* 313 ^ 



2 bjtfr.JJ&J&r^- 



~.*s 
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Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C../"' 

From: Lawrence. James R. i^ 
Sent: Wednesday, June 02. 2004 5:33 PM 

To: Gibson-Michaels. Yolanda C. 

Subject: RE: CHAPTER 1 19 - WIRE AND ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS 
INTERCEPTION AND INTERCEPTION OF ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

Thanks for the information. I enjoyed speaking with you. 

— Original Message — 

From: Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C. 

Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2004 5:23 PM 

To: Lawrence, James R. 

Subject: FW: CHAPTER 119 - WIRE AND ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS 

INTERCEPTION AND INTERCEPTION OF ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 



Subject: RE: CHAPTER 119 - WIRE AND ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS 
INTERCEPTION AND INTERCEPTION OF ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

Additional information... 



US federal wiretapping laws as of Jan. 2000 

Contents: 

. CRIMES: 

o 18 USC. PART I. CHAPTER 1 19 - WIRE AND ELECTRONIC 
COMMUNICATIONS INTERCEPTION AND INTERCEPTION 
OF ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (includes 18 USC 2510-2522) 

o 18 USC. PART I. CHAPTER 1 21 - STORED WIRE AND 

ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS AND TRANSACTIONAL 
RECORDS ACCESS (incl. 18 USC 2701-271 1) 
• CRIMINAL PROCEDURE: 

o 18 USC. PART II. CHAPTER 205 - SEARCHES AND 

SEIZURES (incl. 18 USC 31 17, "Mobile tracking devices"; non- 
wiretapping sections elided) 

o 18 USC. PART II. CHAPTER 206 - PEN REGISTERS AND 
TRAP AND TRACE DEVICES (incl. 18 USC 3121-3127) 
. TELEGRAPHS, TELEPHONES, AND RADIOTELEGRAMS 

o 47 USC. CHAPTER 9 - INTERCEPTION OF DIGITAL AND 
OTHER COMMUNICATIONS (incl. 47 USC 1001-1021; most 
CALEA provisions are in this part) 
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row 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 



Legal Division 



April 21, 2004 



TO: 



FROM: 



Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 
Information Specialist 

James T. Lantelme 
Assistant Generat€ounsel 




SUBJECT: Mandatory Attendance at favestigatog Meeting 

Stn^ 

interview. Via return e-mail yous^ed^.? -f ^y. "^ Purposes of an investigative 

KXSS^^ Asamemberof 

memorandumjdi^tyoutom^^^^ B y this 



you. 



J — — •ftniiUUlffiUb 



Cc: Douglas Fahey 
William Kmetz 
Robert Wooding 
Carl Polvinale 
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FDW 

federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 



Legal Division 



April 26, 2004 

TO: Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 

Information Specialist 

FROM: James T. Lantelme 

Assistant GeneraljStfunsel 

SUBJECT: Mandatory Attendance at Investigatory Meeting 




Due to an excused absence, you were unable to attend an investigative interview with Mr. 
Douglas Fahey, an investigator with the Division of Administration, scheduled for Friday, April 
23 r at 2:00pm. Mr. Fahey has notified you by an e-mail on Friday, April 23, 2004, that he has 
rescheduled your interview to Wednesday, April 28 th , 2004 at 9:30am at his office in the F Street 

building, room 1C27C. 

Please be advised that attendance at this investigative interview is mandatory. As a member of 
the bargaining-unit, you may bring a union representative to the interview. By this 
memorandum, Idi£ert^ou to meet with Mr. Fahey at his office for purposes of the interview he 
has requested, and I direct you to cooperate in th^interview. Indir ect you to contact him to 
confirm the time for your appointment. — - - 

Failure to attend the interview and cooperate will result in disciplinary action being taken again st 
you. •" ""■■■ lr 



Cc: Douglas Fahey 
William Kmetz 
Robert Wooding 
Carl Polvinale 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Official File 

FROM: Contract Investigator B. Cohen 

SUBJECT: Investigatory Memorandum RegardingEfforts To Locate Mr. Doug Fahey 
DATE: October 3 1,2004 

During my interview with Mr. Kmetz, he informed me that Mr Fahey was 
working ^th the FBI and undergoing training. Mr. Kmetz informed that Mr. FahTy Z 

7^tl^Tv\ f ° T *«*«*<* 0ctob " 12, 2004, 1 called Securiguardb an 
effort to locate Mr. Fahey. I was told that Mr. Fahey was not employedV^cunguard 

■&y£^.W.^C W *^ Icontectedy^E^o^/andTas^d 
c£2%Z y J" - . n ° T^ envtoyBd by ^SE C Corporat i on-arid that USEC 
W&ZZZZtL ST* m ! "? ** Fahe / S ^me telephon e number. I asked if 

^H tK^ m , W ° Uld J f()rWard a Ietter to **• Fahe y' s horae - *» USEC employee 
stated Aey would forward my letter to Mr. Fahey. On October 12 2004 I «StS 

SIS e ^% U f C , o 0iPGrati ° n ' ° n ° CtobCr 12 ' 2004 « ' sent S a^hed en" rt 
Mr. Fahey at the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

n rt ^ J w" ^° n ^ i by a roiC em P lo y ee ** she thought that Mr. Fahey lived in 
northern Virginia There was a telephone listing for a Douglas Fahey in northern 
Virginia. I made two telephone calls to the number listed aadJsft messages on « 
answering machine for Douglas Fahey. «m-«u mosagc* on aa „ 

To date, Mr. Fahey has not responded to any of my inquiries. 



Hd-M 



r 
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October 12, 2004 



Mr. Douglas Fahey 

C/OUSEC Corporation 

7531 LeesburgPike 

Suite 402 

Falls Church, VA 

22043 



Dear Mr. Fahey, 



FDrr l!£ v T°\ *!£ k^**** wh0 is investigating the EEO Complaint of 
S 1 ^ Yofanda Gibson-Michaels. I am attaching my Letter of AuthorSation 
from FDIC to investigate Ms. Gibson-Michaels' Complaint I would appreciate if lean 
speak to you about your role as a FDIC Contract Investigator regardmg Accepted I Issu« 
One and Two k .the Letter of Authorization. Ms. GibsoUichK $ llXtZ 

r ^T — a8amSt ^ to hW ^^-American race, black color, fenSe gender 
age and religion in connection with her Complaint Without your statement the officS 
record may be incomplete. My home number is^MiS* iZZ ^ vou for ™ 



cooperation My nome number is^pWBBT. Thank you for your 

Yours truly, 

Barry Cohen 



* *' 
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1 . Modification Number: 



I <eral Deposit Insurance Corporatk 
Division of Administration, Acquisition and Corporate Services Branch 
1700 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW. Room 4104 
Washington, DC 20006 

MODIFICATION OF CONTRACT 



Vendor's Name and Address: 



-^ 



S ecuriguard, Inc. 

Attn: Fred Williamson 

6858 Old Dominion Drive, Suite 307 

McLean, Virginia 22101 



2. Effective Date: 



See Block No. 6 below 



This Modification is Issued Pursuant To: 

LP Authority of the FDIC Contracting Officer 



Modification of Contract/Order Number: 

Contract No. 99-00086-C-J3 
("FDIC Security Services") 



j Dated; April 25, 1999 



LrP Mutu 



Mutual Agreement of the Parties Hereto. 



Description of Modification " ~ " 

The purpose of this Modification is to: 

1 ) Change the names of the Key Personnel; 

2) Re-incorporate the requirement for completing QSA Form 139; and 

3) Confirm that incumbent Security Officers Who have been certified in Adult CPR Initial 
Training are not required to re-certify prior to working on this Contract. 

As a result, Contract No. 99-00086-C-J3 is modified as stated on the following pages. 



a 



Contractor is not required to sign this document 



-^ — 

I— J Contractor is i 



3. Contractor: Securiguafd, inc 

By: /hchxj^A 




Name and Title (type or print). 

Patricia De L. Karvll, Chairman/CEO 



required to sign this document 
and return 2 copies to issuing office. 



S.Date Signed: Jtiw » u '°qq 



4. Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation: 

Name of Contracting Officer: 

da-fblun Foilin 



6. Date Signed: 1 LjISjL 
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Modification No. 2 

To Contract No. 99-00086-C-J3 

Page 2 of 4 



Contract No. 99-0O086-C-J3 is modified as follows: 

Changes to the Contract: 

1 . Article 3.1 CKev Personnel") is modified to change the names of the Key Personnel, as 
follows: 

Name litis Effective Date 

J. Stephen Johnson Project Manager May 17, 1999 

Rentes, with: 

Nama Jjite Effective Pate 

£ Douglas Fahey Project Manager June 1 , 1 999 



Changes to the Stateme nt of Work: 

2. The FDIC is modifying the Statement of Work to re-incorporate the requirement for 
completing GSA Form 1 39. FDIC will revert back to relying on both Contractor's 
electronic personnel timekeeping system and the GSA Form 139's to verify Contractor 
Personnel time and attendance for billing purposes. As a result of this change, Sections 
4.4.2, 5.1, 5.5.1, and 9.1 of the Statement of Work are modified as follows: 

A. Section 4.4.2 ( "Records" ) is modified to add the words, "GSA Form 139". 
Therefore, the last sentence of this Section is deleted in its entirety and replaced 
with the following: 

"Records shall include but not be limited to: Incident Reports, Operations Logs, 
Patrol Officer Reports, TAS Reports, Weapons Inventory and Maintenance 
Forms, FDIC Equipment Inventory, GSA Form 1051, Visitor Logs, GSA Form 139 
and Contractor Personnel data." 

F**- u*o ****** <*»*"*■ ^^^Aj^f 
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Modification No. 5 

To Contract No. 99-0O086-C-J3 

Page 3 of 4 



C. Effective March 1, 2000, the FDIC hereby adds a new Investigator position to the Contrect. 
As a result, the Statement of Work is modified to include the following language as Section 
10.3.9: 



"Qualifications. The Investigator shall have completed an accredited law enforcement academy 
and possess a minimum of 3 years investigative experience. The Investigator shall have a 
private investigator (PI) license for Wa shington, D C and Virginia unless otherwise waived by 
he FDIC Oversight Manager. — — ~ 

Duties * The Investigator's duties shall include, but not be limited to the following: 



Conduct long-term, short-term, and odd hour investigations; 

Conduct interviews; 

Develop and follow leads; 

Take statements; 

Gather information and facts; 

Research records; 

Analyze and evaluate information; 

Prepare narrative reports; 

Prepare statistical reports; 

Institute and maintain databases; 

Coordinate FDIC's security awareness day; 

Develop FOIC*s security awareness program; 

Evaluate crime prevention programs; 

Develop and recommend changes to current FDIC programs; and 

Travel to FDIC field offices for investigative or information purposes, as requested by the 

FDIC Oversight Manager. 



This is a plain clothes, unarmed position. The Investigator shall carry a cell phone. 
Investigator shall work 8 hours per day, 5 days per week, excluding holidays. 



The 



Section 3.1 of the Contract ( "Key Personnel"! is modified to change the names of the Key 
Personnel as follows: 

Delete: 



"Name 
^A Douglas Fahey 
Archie Moses 
Ernest Brooks 
Patrick Devine 

And replace with: 

"Name 

Charles Boring 
Joseph Ortman 
Archie Moses 
Douglas Fahey 



^qX Douglas Fah 



Title Effective Date 

Project Manager June 1, 1999 

Site Supervisor (Washington, DC location) April 25, 1999 
Site Supervisor (Arlington, VA location) May 1 7, 1 999 
Security Operations Center Supervisor May 17, 1999" 



Titte Effective Date 

Project Manager October 6, 1 999 

Site Supervisor (Washington, DC location) December 1 , 1 999 
Site Supervisor (Arlington, VA location) December 1 , 1 999 
Investigator March 1 , 2000" 



/!»!• ttf&ftA 
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Attachment 2 to Modification No. 5 



Securiguard, Inc. 



PRICING SCHEDULE 

FOR 

CONTRACT NO. 99-00086-C-J3 

AS MODIFIED UNDER -MODIFICATION NO. 5 

Contractor's hourly rates include any and aH wages, overhead, general and administrative expenses and 
prow or fee. The hourly rates behw reflect a 3 cent increase in the rates specified in the original 
Contract for all security related labor categories, as authorized under Modification No. 5. The schedule 

MMf- fitoiJT^?"* hOW * ntmS ^ ** "* W lnvestigator posithn added to *"* Contract under 



Labor Category 


Initial Period 

(Years 1 & 2) 

Hourly Rata 


Option Pd. 1 

(Year 3) 
Hourly Rata 


Option Pd. 2 

(Year 4) 
Hourly Rata 


Option Pd. 3 

(Year 5) 
Hourly Rata 


Project Manager 

' 


$ 29.92 


Ml 26 


$ 32,46 


$ 32,43 


Site Supervisor 


* 21.17 


$21,41 


$ 22,03 


$ 22,01 


Security Operations Ctr. 
Technician 


$ 20.27 


* 20,49 


$ 20,49 


$ 20.49 


Security Operations Center 
Officer- 


$ 19.26 


$ 19,20 


$19,41 


$ 19.54 


Shift Commander 


$ 20.27 


$.20,49 


$ 20,49 


$ 20-48 


Security Officer (Guard II) 


$ 19.26 


$ 19.20 


$ 19.41 


$19.54 


Secretary 1 


$17,62 


$ 17.40. 


... 
$ 17.41 


$17,40 


General Clerk III 


$ 15.82 


$ 15.80 


$ 16.11 


$ 16.10 


Investigator 


$ 33.33 

■ - 


$34.17 


$ 35.18 


$36.12 



Saved as: u:\wp\SecurityAMod-5-Rev-Prica-Sch.doc 
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[Coda of Federal Regulations] 

[Title 5, Volume 1) 

[Revised as of January 1, 2005] 

From the U.S. Government Printing Office via GPO Access 

[CITE: SCFR4.2] 

[Page 10] 

TITLE 5--ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL 
CHAPTER I— OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 
PART 4_PROHIBITED PRACTICES (RULE IV)— Table of Contents 

Sec. 4.2 Prohibition against racial, political or religious 
discrimination. 

No person employed in the executive branch of the Federal Government 
who hes authority to take or recommend any personnel action with respect 
to any person who la an employee in the competitive service or any 
eligible or applicant for a position in the competitive service shall 
make any inquiry concerning the race, political affiliation, or 
"? religious beliefs of any such employee, eligible, or applicant. All 

disclosure! Concerning such natters shall be ignore d, except as to such 
membership in political parties or organizations aS constitutes by law a 
disqualification for Government employment. No discrimination shall be 
exercised, threatened, or promised by any person in the executive branch 
of the Federal Government against or in favor of any employee in the 
competitive service, or any eligible or applicant for a position in the 
competitive service because of his race, political affiliation, or 
religious beliefs, except as may be authorized or required by law. 

[28 FR 10024, Sept. 14, 1963] 






\0 \W* % V vovrwJ^^OMS, 



http://a257g.alcamaitech.nct/7/257/2422/l lfeb2005 1500/edockct.access.gpo.gov/cfr_2005... 9/19/2005 
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l<t H 



Elgas.-G. Penny 




From: 


KmetcWUIiamA. 


nf 


Wednesday, September 22, 2004 1:42 PM 


* 


Elgas, G. Penny 


Cc: 


Harris, John (JR) 


Subject: 


EEO Investigation 



( 



Sensitivity: Confidential 

Here is the information you requested. The original documents are on file in our Physical Security office. Mr Harris is my 
POC on this. He can be reached at X8361 5. As Mr Harris indicated, contacting Mr. Fahey may be difficult due to his 
current assignment Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks. 

Bill Kmetz 
202-898-6850 

— Original Message* — 

From: Harris, John (JR); 

Sent: Wednesday, September 22, 2004 10:22 AM 

To: Kmetz, William A. 

Subject: FW: 1 more item please - FW: EEO Investigation 

Sensitivity: Confidential 

FY review before I forward to Ms. Penny; 

I have retrieved all transcripts from the audio recording concerning the below investigation conducted by Mr. Fahey. SMS 
* es not have any files concerning Mr. Frank Nigra 

~ ■■ . s 

Mr. Fahey is willing to talk with the EEO investigator, but is requiring compensation for his time. SMS is unable to contact 
Mr. Fahey by phone due to his current job status and location with the FBI. ~~*~ 

Mr. Fahey, has attended numerous training classes in in workplace violence and retired as a Captain from a New Jersey 
city police departement 

Mr. Fahey followed the rules of the Weingarten, Refs your inquiry TDIC" rules, regulations, guidelines for interviewing 
employees. There are no specific rules within FDIC for this type of interview. Mr. Fahey was using a standard investigative 
technique when making the recording. i ,^ 

JUG y 

Mr. Fahey, follow the rules of NTEU (Section-7) informing Ms. Yolanda Gibson-Michaels of Employees Right to UNION * 
representation and obtain a signed FDIC 2600/02 (4-99) "Right to Union Representation" in accordance to Global 
Message issued 5/29/2002. 





0-016.pdf (109 KB) 0-i86.pdf (30 KB) case 0-186 

tachment.doc (136. 



Original Message 

From: Kmetz, William A. 

Sant: Tuesday, September 21, 2004 4:27 PM 
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Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C. 



From: Lantelme, James 

Sent Thursday, April 22. 2004 10:29 AM 

To: Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C. 

Cc: SchuK, Donna: CoB, Elizabeth A; Matthews, Howard L; Polvinale, Carl A; Wooding, Robert A 
3ubjecfcREyg-mlntervlew.doc 

^in. d!2o^^ * eflec and you are, 

— Original Message — 

From: Gibson-Michaels, Yolanda C 

Sent Wednesday, April 21, 2004 3:49 PM 

Tte Lantelme, James; PoMnale, Cart A 

Os SchuH, Donna; Go*, Elizabeth A; Matthews, Howard L 

Subject: yg-mIntervJew.doc 

2££" P !S^ ** ^ ith . FD !^ s *** di^ctive, guidelines, procedures that states that » 
Ateffldance at this investigative interview iimandato^ AdyMdMlfe pmvido ucsttt ilT 
statutory requirement^ laws, rules and regulatio m which enablesmang^sJ^S 
^!!T.!?!^ ipl f? y **** tf 5» MttipwB *"" SJ^y^S^^vcstigation 

,&!? !?^ St ^ ,eg ^^^ the incident Tte 

urvesngaton y yjids two interns. I was not within th»nffi~ ^JZCSL p£~ "" 

piovfitt me witfta copy amfareaiteiir^wetfaiDirail ld^ bc&rc^^fa r^f 7~S^r, „„ 
Friday, April 23rd, 2004. ^^^ TOUBrsCBWfflMmoBUu » 0B: 



April 21, 2004 

TO: Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 

Information Specialist 

FROM: James T. Lantelme 

Assistant General Counsel 

SUBJECT: Mandatory Attendance *t Inve stigatory Mat i ng 

Mr. Douglas Fahey, an investigator with the Division of Administration, notified you bv an e- 
n^n Monday April l%^oimMlom^vaAyoa^pa^^J^^ 

invesUgatory interviews". Instead, you provided him with a written statement 

P J ease be advised that attendance at this inv^ e fl ,tiv e intervW ,« mandator y, A s a rn -mrrr of 
memorandum , T direct you to mm with Mr . Fa hey at his gSS S^ gStSnteDdeffi hf 
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Web 



n» . I / i / - y - AS,S ^•"•"g We investigator douglas fahey Search 
Web Results 1 - 10 of about 30 for ASIS 



■f 



/ File Format PDF/Adobe Acrobat- 



■''•I'iUlaj.jjr/.^syfv.: ^ ■. V ■ 3 






/ 



/ File Format: PDF/Adobe Acrobat - 

cpp review, -. Do uglas Fahey, PCI. Corporate Secu rity Investigator. FWC 



fahey. (0.93 seconds) 



\. 



N 



File Format Microsoft Word 2000 - 

ASIS International Announces New CPP, PCI and PSP ReciDients AfeyanHri* u. 

... Doufltae R Fahey. PCI Patrick J Fannina. CPP. mSSSSLSSSS^ ** 



[ 



, A , „ „. Fanning, CPP. FWC Walt Disney World .. 

-■« ■».asrtO.,a„ S ;.ordi/ i -rfw3roonV pressa^'eases/Ml 504mjt Jr.c 

] 



j« ASICJystem ASICGS-NET ASICs ASIs ASJ* ASK-QUESTION ASK/INGRES ASLru am 
D0UW -^° U ' ,fl ^"OBeil Doughtyj Dou«U«-Hom. O^t^^^^^ '" 



File Format: Microsoft Excel - 
Supplemental Result- 



, .it y y , ^*'^^^*i^i k««s r 't 



File Format: Microsoft Word 
Supplemental Result - 



lmp://wwwgoogle.com/search?sourccid=navclient&ie=UTF-8&rls=--RNWE,RNWE:2005-... 



10/3/2005 
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-.. -at ^u. — ;^o, n.acien Mic: .nones - K^rai Lav. 



ra ge 1 of 4 



HIDDEN 
CAMERAS 

HIDDEN 
AIICROPHON'ES 



PEDERAL LAW 



T7 ecieral law makes 



it a crime to 
J int entionally 
[i ntercep t, a ttempt to 
[i ntercep t or have 
I someone else 
intercept on one' s 
behalf any wire Toral 
or electronic " 
communication. It is 



Consent of on* party required. 

Civil damages are available. 

Cellular and cordless telephone 
communications are protected under federai 

law 

FCC regulations also govern interception 
and recording. 



*** 



t-^»' 



*<*> 



■.«.*- 



also prohibited to intentionally use, attempt to use or /* **%* \ &*& vx 

l^eso^eon^elseuse;an^electronic,mechanicaror *> ?' -s^T /*. r 

other device" to intercept an oralconununication when 
I the device is affixed to or otherwise transmits a signal 

through radio or through "a wire, cable, or other like 
[connection" used in w ire commun ication. 
r 'It is also illegal to intentionally uie o r 'disclose any 
information concerning the substance, piuportor — ' 
meaning of such a communication if one knows or has 
I reason to know the infonnation was obtained illegally 






cJ\JwWtw> • 



Reasonable expectation of privacy ti fW^' - ^ C*c^-*A 

_ The statute requires a reasonable expectation of o<l-*o fc**. Vh«- 

fpnyacy for oral communications. In other words, to be ^ ^L_ T=^*«, 

protected an oral communication must be uttered by a ^ * ~" 

I person exhibiting an expectation that the coaV-^-"^** ^ '«"\ 

communication is not subject to interception, under ^ tV *" > 

circumstances that justify that expectation. y 3^ VcK2 ^ ^ 



[ Consent 

It is legal for a person to intercept a communication 
if the person is a party to the communication or if one 
of the parties to the communication has given prior 
I consent to the interception, unless the communication 
is intercepted for the puipose of committing a criminal 
[ or tortious (wrongful) act 

It is legal to intercept a radio communication that is 
transmitted by any governmental, law enforcement 
cml defense, private land mobile, or public safety ' 
communications system, including police and fire 
[department communications, that is readily accessible 
J to the general public. "Readily accessible" means 
1 among other things, that the communication is not 
, scrambled or encrypted. Interception of amateur 
j citizens band and general mobile radio services ' 
I communications is also legal. 
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Cellular aad cordless telephone communications 

The federal statute was revised in 1986 to include 
| cellular telephone communications and in 1994 to 
[include cordless telephone communications. 

I Defenses 

The U.S. Supreme Court has held that the First 
l Amendment protects the publication of truthful 
information that is lawfully obtained JThe federal 
i nterception st atute, however, p rohibits the disclos ure 
ox use o( illegally obtained communications, when 
there is knowledge or reason to know that they were 
obtained illeg ally ^Courts have upheld the media's right 
to publish the contents of communications that were 
| obtained legally but have ruled that the media do not 
[have a special First Amendment defense for publishing 
[ the contents of an illegally obtained communication. 

Comments in the report of the Senate Judiciary 
j Committee on the original federal statute show that 
Congress did not mean to prohibit the disclosure of the 
contents of an intercepted communication that had 
already become "public information" or "somnaoiu 
[ knowledge." The committee did not, however, define 
tkose tenniTnor are they in the language of the statute 
itself. "Public information" probably refers to an 
| official, authorized disclosure, such as in court or in a 

ablic recofdlfCommon knowledge" may mean * 
[enough people know the contents of the 
communication that further diminishment of the 
victim's privacy is negligible.^This situation would 
include an instance in which a newspaper or other 
media outlet has already revealed the contents of a 
communication; further dissemination would not be a 
[violation. 

[Possession 

It is illegal to possess a device if one knows or has 
[reason to know that its design makes it "primarily 
useful for the purpose of the surreptitious interception 
of wire, oral, or electronic communications." A police 
scanner that scans public radio frequencies as well as 
cellular frequencies is not generally considered an 
illegal device, but a scanner that scans only the cellular 
frequencies would be considered "primarily useful" for 
unlawful purposes. Illegal devices will be seized and 
forfeited, and violators will be fined according to the 
statute's general terms, i mprisone d for up to five years 
(or both. ^ ~~^_ 






C^/h.^ w^te** 



' Criminal and civil penalties 

A violation of the statute is punishable by a prison 
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term of up to five years, a fine of up to $250,000 for 
individuals and S 500,0&0 f or corpor ations or both. 
Interception of the radio pCTtion oi a cellular or 
cordless telephone communication is punishable by a 
fine of from $500 to $250,000, but not incarceration. 

Anyone whose communication is illegally 
intercepted, disclosed or used can sue for an injunction 
as well as to recover either actual damages plus any 
profits made by the violator or statutory damages, 
calculated at the rate of $1 00 per day of violation or 
$10,000, whichever is greater Punitive damages, 
reasonable attorney's fees and court costs are also 
available. 

A civil action must be brought within two years of 
the date the person had a r easonable opportu nity to 
disc over the violation. ^ to ^C>i^ 

| FCC rules >*/r ** ic^f^'^^X 

The Federal Communications Commission has 
[adopted regulations that prohibit the use of certain 
transmitting devices, including wireless microphone s, 
to overhear or record a "private conversation" unless 
authorized by aU jpartics to the conversation . A "private 
I conversation" is not one that takes place in a public or 
: semipublic place. 

Broadcast licensees are prohibited from recording a 
[telephone conversation for broadcast without the 
[consent of all parties. Notification must be given that 
the conversation will be broadcast before it can be 
broadcast live or taped Consent may be presumed, 
[however, as with callers to a talk-radio call-in program. 

The FCC also restricts the recording of long- 
[ distance telephone calls. A call can be recorded if a 
[beep tone is used, if all parties consent or if an 
r announcement is made at the beginning of the call that 
j it will be recorded("Enforcement of this regulation is 
| the responsibility of telephone companies, and it is 
| largely unenforced. 

The FCC also prohibits broadcast stations from 
f divulging the contents of police and fire department 
j radio transmissions, although monitoring them is legal. 
It is legal to intercept and divulge a radio 
J communication that is transmitted for the use of the 
general public and which relates to ships, aircraft, 
( vehicles, or persons in distress or which is transmitted 
! by an amateur radio station operator or by a citizens 
\ band radio operator. 

Violation of these provisions may result in 
forfeitures, criminal fines and possible adverse action 
I regarding a broadcaster's license. 



Yht cote*- c F 
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Security Officers Management Branch 

January 11, 2005 



Mrs. Yolanda C. Gibson-Michaels 

1 71 7 H Street Northwest Room H-308 1 

Washington, D.C. 20001 

Dear Mrs. Gibson-Michaels: 

This letter will confinn your conversation on December 22, 2004, with Ms. Gray, staff 
member of the Security Officers Management Branch. As previously stated, researching 
our files Mr. Douglass Fahey is not certified or pending certification through this branch 
as a Private Investigator. 

It should also be noted that the Security Officers Management Branch has no jurisdiction 
on Federal contract sites. 

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please feel free to contact a staff 
member on (202) 67 1-0500. 



Sincerely, 




sistant Branch Manager 



P.O. Box 1606, Washington, D.C. 20013-1606 
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D -C. Wire Tap Office 
Washington, D.C. 

B. .4 foia Rsaa^ .^ Lts ^ n YolMtJ . „._ .^ 

SiS^^SW "»-- Act (FOIA,, Mediate,, 
(FDIQ; contract by SeSrtoSrt oS STSE? ^^ration 

and April 15, 2004 Gibson-Michaels on April 14, 2004 

"S'^lSK sta f ement of Dou ^ F ^y 

(5) S^-co^^^^c^r 4 ^ - Federai d ^ 

Court maidstratP ?n ™ J^ *' • ^ before the us - Superior 

Micn^^^^ 

Send request to the attention of Yolanda.Gibson-Michads^^ 

2210 Anvil Lane / 

Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 



ujjict oj tn/orcrmtni Optnuion 

CRM-2005OU51P 

Ms. Yolanda Gibson-Michaels 

22l<rAnviItane 

Temple Hills, Maryland 20748 

Dear Ms. Gibson-Michaels: 



WSKS^Si a.c HUB 



oec 3;:;5 



access 
your request 



^s,Tsi»i 5 ffl:»,^ 



i 



\_ ^j^j ^^CrimiMlDiviaoarecordi within the scope of y our request 

should be addressed to- Co-Dheebv ^vh^£»iL 7^ * ' ^Si?-*- IS45 - Your appeal 
570. United Kl^SS^Sto^^rSc aSS"®!!? **>$***» 
letter should be cleartymarked wiA^slMmd^WiiS-i^ 5 ?? - Bo,b *? ^"I* "n* *» 
your appeal is denied youdso have d£ ri!E7,,T2^ W 1 ? J»» ««ei»e this right and 
jutBeuSrict mmShwu ^inTrtfji «°»?*J»«to«I review of this action in the federal 

Ale an appeal, please inctadeThTvouTl^ StS t&S? *, 8t 2 st of p ' 11 "*"- If y»« elect to 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Mctatyre, Chief ' 

Freedom of Ihfonnation/Privacy Act Unit 



JS-44 
R<v,l/OSDC) 



u 
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I (a) PLAINTIFFS 

(b) COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF ft St ft S& 
(EXCEPT IN U.S. PLAINTIFF CASES) 



fas* +y/? 



(C) ATTORNEYS (FIRM NAME, ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE NUMBER) 



II. BASIS OF JURISDICTION 

(PLACE AN x IN ONE BO^pNLY) 



D I U.S. Government 
Plaintiff 



^Federal Question 
XS. Government Not a Party) 



U.S. Government □ 4 Diversity 

Defendant (Indicate Citizenship of Parties 

in item III) 



DEFENDANTS 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED DEFENDANT 

(IN V.S. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY) 

NOTE; IN LAND CONDEMNATION CASES, USE THE LOCATION OF THE 
TRACT OF LAND INVOLVED 

CASE NUMBER 1:06CV01933 
JUDGE: Ricardo M. Urbina 



IIICITIZEr DECK TYPE: Civil Rights (non-employment) 

FORPLAINTII 

DATE STAMP: 11/13/2006 

rir 



Citizen of this State 



Dl 



Citizen of Another State D 2 

Citizen or Subject of a D 3 
Foreign Country , - 



□ 1 

□ 2 
a3 



Incorporated or Principal Place 
of Business in This State 



□ 4 



Incorporated and Principal Place O 5 
of Business in Another State 



Foreign Nation 



□ 6 



HIT 

□ 4 

D5 
□ 6 



IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT 

(Place a X in one category, A-N, that best represents your cause of action and one in a corresponding Nature of Suit) 



D A. Antitrust 



a 410 Antitrust 



d B. Personal Injury/ 
Malpractice 

a 310 Airplane 

O 315 Airplane Product Liability 

□ 320 Assault, Libel & Slander 

□ 330 Federal Employers Liability 
O 340 Marine 

□ 345 Marine Product Liability 
O 350 Motor Vehicle 

□ 355 Motor Vehicle Product Liability 

□ 360 Other Personal Injury 
D 362 Medical Malpractice 
D 365 Product Liability 

□ 368 Asbestos Product Liability 






d C. Administrative Agency 
Review 

U 151 Medicare Act 

Social Security: 
D861HIA((1395tt) 
D 862 Black Lung (923) 

□ 863 DIWC/DIWW (405(g) 

□ 864 SSID Title XVI 
D 865 RSI (405(g) 

Other Statutes 

□ 891 Agricultural Acts 

a 892 Economic Stabilization Act 

□ 893 Environmental Matters 

□ 894 Energy Allocation Act 

□ 890 Other Statutory Actions (If 

Administrative Agency is Involved) 



□ D. Temporary Restraining 
Order/Preliminary 
Injunction 

Any nature of suit from any category may 
be selected for this category of case 
assignment. 

*(If Antitrust, then A governs)* 



□ E. General Civil (Other) OR □ F. Pro Se General Civil 



Real Property 

□ 210 Land Condemnation 

□ 220 Foreclosure 

D 230 Rent, Lease & Ejectment 

□ 240 Torts to Land 

n 245 Tort Product Liability 
O 290 All Other Real Property 



Personal Pronertv 

D 370 Other Fraud 

D 371 Truth in Lending 

D 380 Other Personal Property Damage 

Q 385 Property Damage Product Liability 



Bankruptcy 

□ 422 Appeal 28 USC 158 

D 423 Withdrawal 28 USC 157 

Prisoner Petitions 

□ 535 Death Penalty 

□ 540 Mandamus & Other 
D 550 Civil Rights 

O 555 Prison Condition 

Property Rights 
a 820 Copyrights 
D 830 Patent 

□ 840 Trademark 

Federal Tax Suits 

□ 870 Taxes (US plaintiff or 
defendant 

D 871 IRS-Third Party 26 
USC 7609 



Forfeiture/Penalty 

□ 610 Agriculture 

□ 620 Other Food &Drug 

□ 625 Drug Related Seizure of 

Property 21 USC 881 
H 630 Liquor Laws 
n 640 RR& Truck 
D 650 Airline Regs 

□ 660 Occupational 

Safety/Health 
D 690 Other 



Other Statutes 

□ 400 State Reapportionment 

□ 430 Banks & Banking 

□ 450 Commerce/ICC 
Rates/etc. 

O 460 Deportation 



O 470 Racketeer Influenced & Corrupt 

Organizations 
D 480 Consumer Credit 
D 490 Cable/Satellite TV 

□ 810 Selective Service 

□ 850 Securities/Commodities/ 

Exchange 
D 875 Customer Challenge 12 USC 
3410 

□ 900 Appeal of fee determination 

under equal access to Justice 
a 950 Constitutionality of State 

Statutes 
O 890 Other Statutory Actions (if not 

administrative agency review or 

Privacy Act 
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□ G, Habeas Corpus/ 


□ H, wtfployment 


□ I. FOlA/PMvfcY 


"" 1 
B J. Student Loan 


2255 


Discrimination 


ACT 




O 530 Habeas Corpus-General 


O 442 Civil Rights-Employment 


O 895 Freedom of Information Act 


□ 152 Recovery of Defaulted Student 


D 510 Motion/Vacate Sentence 


(criteria: race, gender/sex, 


O 890 Other Statutory Actions 


Loans (excluding veterans) 




national origin, 


(If Privacy Act) 






discrimination, disability 








age, religion, retaliation) 








*(If pro se, select this deck) 4 ' 


*(If pro se, select this deck) 4 ' 




D K, Labor/ERISA 


(§X. Other Civil Rights 


□ M. Contract 


□ N. Three-Judge Court 


(non-employment) 


(non-employment) 






D 710 Fair Labor Standards Act 
O 720 Labor/Mgmt. Relations 
□ 730 Labor/Mgmt Reporting & 
Disclosure Act 


□ 441 Voting (if not Voting Rights 

Act) 

□ 443 Housing/Accommodations 
-□444 Welfare 


O 110 Insurance 

□ 120 Marine 

□ 130 Miller Act 

□ 140 Negotiable Instrument 


□ 441 Civil Rights-Voting (if Voting 
Rights Act) 


O 740 Labor Railway Act 


^W40 Other Civil Rights 


□ 150 Recovery of Overpayment & 




□ 790 Other Labor Litigation 


Sh rR45 American w/Disabilities- 


Enforcement of Judgment 




D 791 Empl. Ret Inc. Security Act 


Employment 
□ 446 Americans w/Dlsabilities- 


O 153 Recovery of Overpayment of 
Veteran's Benefits 






Other 


□ 160 Stockholder's Suits 

□ 190 Other Contracts 

□ 195 Contract Product Liability 








□ 196 Franchise 


1 



^ORIGIN 

Qj/ Original 
Proceeding 



□ 2 Removed 
from State 
Court 



□ 3 Remanded from 
Appellate Court 



□ 4 Reinstated 
or Reopened 



□ 5 Transferred from 
another district 

(specify) 



□ Muiti district 
Litigation 



□ 7 Appeal to 
District Judge 
from Mag. 
Judge 



VI. CAUSE OF ACTION (CITE THE U.S. CIVIL STATUTE UNDER WHICH YOU ARE FILING AND WRITE A BRIEF STATEMENT OF CAUSE.) 



VII. REQUESTED IN CHECK IF THIS IS A CLASS 

COMPLAINT D ACTION UNDER F.R.C.P. 23 



DEMANDS 



>ema: 



Check YES only if demanded in complaint; 
JURY DEMAND: DYES 



^O. 



VIII. RELATED CASE(S) 
IF ANY 



(See instruction) 



DYES 



4*2. 



If yes, please complete related case form. 



DATE SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD 

tuz&k N^r> 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING CIVIL COVER SHEET JS-44 

Authority for Civil Cover Sheet 

The JS-44 civil cover sheet and the information contained herein neither replaces nor supplements the filings and service of pleadings or other papers as required by 
law, except as provided by local rules of court. This form, approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States in September 1974, is required for the use of the Clerk of 
Court for the purpose of initiating the civil docket sheet Consequently a civil cover sheet is submitted to the Clerk of Court for each civil complaint filed. Listed below are tips 
for completing the civil cover sheet. These tips coincide with the Roman Numerals on the Cover Sheet. 

I. COUNTY OF RESIDENCE OF FIRST LISTED PLAINTIFF/DEFENDANT (b) County of residence: Use 1 1001 to indicate plaintiff is resident of 

Washington, D.C.; 88888 if plaintiff is resident of the United States but not of Washington, D.C., and 99999 if plaintiff is outside the United States. 

m. CITIZENSHIP OF PRINCIPAL PARTIES: This section is completed only, if diversity of citizenship was selected as the Basis of Jurisdiction under Section 

II. 

IV. CASE ASSIGNMENT AND NATURE OF SUIT; The assignment of a judge to your case will depend on the category you select that best represents the 

primary cause of action found in your complaint You may select only one category. You must also select one corresponding nature of suit found under 
the category of case. 

VI. CAUSE OF ACTION: Cite the US Civil Statute under which you are filing and write a brief statement of the primary cause. 

Vni. RELATED CASES, IF ANY: If you indicated that there is a related case, you must complete a related case form, which may be obtained from the Clerk's 
Office, 

Because of the need for accurate and complete information, you should ensure the accuracy of the information provided prior to signing the form. 
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